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Comment No. 1 
 
Sections 3.2 and 4.2 present analyses of the existing visual resources, and 
potential impacts to these visual resources for each alternative, including 
changes in Scenic Integrity. 
 
Sections 3.1.2 and 4.1.2 present analyses of existing recreational settings 
and activities, and potential impacts to recreation from the proposed project. 
Section 4.1.2 specifically evaluates impacts to ROS indicators such as 
remoteness and naturalness, both of which would have changes that are 
“inconsistent” with the existing ROS classes for much of the length of the 
Western and Crossover Corridors within the Coronado National Forest. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
TEP’s purpose and need for the proposed project, as provided to DOE in 
TEP’s Presidential Permit Application, is “…to construct a double-circuit 
345 kV, alternating current transmission line to interconnect the existing 
electrical systems of TEP and Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in Nogales, 
Arizona, with a further interconnection to be made from Nogales, Arizona 
to the CFE transmission system….”  In an applicant-initiated process, such 
as TEP’s proposed project, the range of reasonable alternatives analyzed in 
detail in the EIS is directly related to the applicant’s purpose and need.  
 
A smaller transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line would not 
meet the international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal and, 
therefore, is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 2.1.5, 
Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
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Comment No. 3 
 
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS explains the roles of the Federal agencies in 
developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a 
permit for a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s 
proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their review of 
alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide 
whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal 
agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the scope of the 
applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to 
alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is 
appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal. 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line.  Therefore, the alternative of a new power plant is not 
evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives 
Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
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Comment No. 1 
 
TEP’s purpose and need for the proposed project, as provided to DOE in 
TEP’s Presidential Permit Application, is “…to construct a double-circuit 
345 kV, alternating current transmission line to interconnect the existing 
electrical systems of TEP and Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in Nogales, 
Arizona, with a further interconnection to be made from Nogales, Arizona 
to the CFE transmission system….” 
 
The Federal agencies do not have any information suggesting that any 
power plant construction in Mexico is reliant upon or otherwise connected 
to TEP’s proposed project. Therefore, the potential for construction of 
power plants in Mexico is not a connected action and is not analyzed in 
Chapter 4, Environmental Effects, of the EIS. Refer to the response to Sky 
Island Alliance, Comment 14, for further discussion of power plant 
construction in Mexico. 
 
Chapter 5, Cumulative Effects, of the Final EIS has been augmented to 
discuss the growth of electricity demand in Mexico and the United States 
and the potential for new power plants, and to describe qualitatively the 
potential impacts in the United States (including air quality impacts) from 
power plant construction in southern Arizona and Sonora, Mexico. Chapter 
5 has also been revised to describe the regulation of power plants in Mexico 
(including coordination between the United States and Mexico), potential 
fuel sources, and associated emissions.  
 
Comment No. 2 
 
The maximum level at which the proposed 345-kV transmission line would 
be operated is 500 MW (refer to the response to Border Power Plant 
Working Group, Comment 2). If TEP wanted to operate the proposed  
345-kV transmission line above 500 MW, TEP would have to apply to DOE 
for an amendment to their Presidential Permit, and DOE would have to 
perform additional analysis required by NEPA. The maximum EMF levels 
listed in Table 4.10-2 were calculated correctly based on operation of the 
proposed 345-kV transmission line at the 500-MW level. 
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Comment No. 3 
 
As discussed in Section 2.1.5, a new power plant in Nogales is not a viable 
alternative to a new, second transmission line.  Therefore, the alternative of 
a new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS.  
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Comment No. 1 
 
Sections 3.2 and 4.2 present a description of the existing visual resources 
and analyze the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed 
project. Section 4.4.1.1 (Archaeological and Historical Sites, Western 
Corridor) specifically addresses impacts to the Atascosa lookout tower. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
TEP reached an agreement with Citizens to provide up to 100 MW of 
transmission capacity from Tucson to Nogales, Arizona, and TEP 
anticipates using the remaining 400 MW of capability for transport of 
energy between the United States and Mexico (see Section 1.5, TEP’s 
Proposed Project Capacity and Usage, of the Final EIS). 
 
Chapter 3 describes the affected environment of the area and Chapter 4 
evaluates the potential impacts of the proposed project, including potential 
impacts on the Tumacacori EMA of the Coronado National Forest. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opinion that USFS should not 
to amend their Land and Resource Management Plan to allow the proposed 
project. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
The Western Corridor would require construction of approximately 20 mi 
(32 km) of temporary new roads for construction on the Coronado National 
Forest, and the Central and Crossover Corridors would require fewer roads. 
Unnecessary project roads would be closed following construction (see 
Section 4.12, Transportation). The area of disturbance on the Coronado 
National Forest would vary for each corridor (see Table 4.12-1, Temporary 
and Permanent Area Disturbed on the Coronado National Forest by the 
Proposed Project). 
 
Sections 3.1.2 and 4.1.2 present analyses of existing recreational settings 
and activities, and potential impacts to recreation from the proposed project. 
Section 4.1.2 specifically evaluates impacts to ROS indicators such as 
remoteness and naturalness, both of which would have changes that are 
“inconsistent” with the existing ROS classes for much of the length of the 
Western and Crossover Corridors within the Coronado National Forest. 
 
Sections 3.2 and 4.2 present analyses of the existing visual resources, and 
potential impacts to these visual resources for each alternative. 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 discuss the existing biological resources and analyze 
the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project, including 
vegetation and wildlife (see Section 4.3.2). 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
A smaller transmission line (e.g., 115-kV line) in lieu of the proposed  
345-kV line would not meet the international interconnection aspect of 
TEP’s proposal, and therefore is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer 
also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further 
Analysis). 
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Comment No. 4 
 
Section 4.3.2 states that the long-term reductions in biological activity (e.g., 
lack of vegetation in an area due to construction traffic) tend to be more 
pronounced in arid areas such as the proposed project area where biological 
communities recover very slowly from disturbances.   
 
The Federal agencies have revised Sections 4.1.1, Land Use; Section 4.12, 
Transportation; and Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts of the Final EIS based 
on the U.S. Border Patrol’s response (USBP 2004) to the Federal agencies’ 
request regarding illegal immigration and law enforcement activities in the 
proposed project vicinity. The U.S. Border Patrol’s response generally re-
enforced the information on which the relevant analysis in the Draft EIS 
was based. The U.S. Border Patrol stated that the roads associated with the 
construction and maintenance of the proposed project would contribute to 
an increase in illegal immigrant and narcotic smugglers in the area and 
affect U.S. Border Patrol operations. The effects of these activities are 
reflected in the Final EIS in the sections listed above 
Comment No. 5 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s requests that any special use 
permits for the Western and Crossover Corridors be denied. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition to the Western and 
Crossover Corridors.   
 
Comment No. 2 
 
A smaller transmission line (e.g., 115-kV line) in lieu of the proposed  
345-kV line would not meet the international interconnection aspect of 
TEP’s proposal, and therefore is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer 
also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further 
Analysis). 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
Sections 3.1.2 and 4.1.2 present a description of the existing recreational 
opportunities, including hiking and birding, and analyze the potential 
impacts to these resources from the proposed project. 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 present description of the existing biological resources 
and analyze the potential impacts to these resources. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Refer to the response to Comment 2 in the previous submittal from Ronald 
A. Pelech. 
 
Section 3.1, Land Use, discusses the affected environment of the Pajarita 
Wilderness, which encompasses the Goodding Research Natural Area and 
part of Sycamore Canyon. The structure locations, construction areas, and 
proposed access roads for all three corridors would not enter into the 
Pajarita Wilderness. Potential impacts to these resources are addressed in 
the resource sections of Chapter 4, Environmental Effects.  
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Refer to the response to Comment 3 in the previous submittal from Ronald 
A. Pelech. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
Refer to the response to Comment 4 in the previous submittal from Ronald 
A. Pelech. 
 
Comment No. 4 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS. Likewise, a smaller 
transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line would not meet the 
international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal, and therefore is not 
evaluated in detail in this EIS.  (Refer also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives 
Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition to the proposed 
project. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
 Section 5.2.4 acknowledges the citizen-initiated proposal for an addition to 
the National Wilderness Preservation System. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
TEP’s purpose and need for the proposed project, as provided to DOE in 
TEP’s Presidential Permit Application, is “…to construct a double-circuit 
345 kV, alternating current transmission line to interconnect the existing 
electrical systems of TEP and Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in Nogales, 
Arizona, with a further interconnection to be made from Nogales, Arizona 
to the CFE transmission system…”  In an applicant-initiated process, such 
as TEP’s proposed project, the range of reasonable alternatives analyzed in 
detail in the EIS is directly related to the applicant’s purpose and need. 
 
A smaller transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line would not 
meet the international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal and, 
therefore, is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 2.1.5, 
Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
 
TEP reached agreement with Citizens to provide up to 100 MW of 
transmission capacity from Tucson to Nogales, Arizona (part of Santa Cruz 
County), and TEP anticipates using the remaining 400 MW of capability for 
transport of energy between the United States and Mexico (see Section 1.5, 
TEP’s Proposed Project Capacity and Usage, of the Final EIS). 
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Comment No. 4 
 
Direct and indirect effects of the proposed project, including impacts to 
wildlife (see Section 4.3.2), are evaluated in Chapter 4, Environmental 
Effects, for each resource area. Cumulative effects of the proposed project 
combined with other reasonably foreseeable past, present, and future actions 
are evaluated in Chapter 5.  
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Comment No. 1 
 
Chapters 3 and 4 provide analyses on the affected environment and 
potential impacts to the environment from the proposed project and 
associated roads, including evaluation of visual resources (Sections 3.2 and 
4.2) and other resources in the Tumacacori Highlands. 
 
The ACC is vested with the state’s authority to decide how it believes 
energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders (for example, the need 
for and effectiveness of transmission lines within its borders). Refer to the 
revised text in Section 1.1.2, The Origin of TEP’s Proposal: TEP’s Business 
Plan and the Proceedings of the Arizona Corporation Committee, that 
provides explanation of the jurisdictions and authorities of the state and 
Federal agencies, and their relationship to this NEPA analysis. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS explains the roles of the Federal agencies in 
developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a 
permit for a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s 
proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their review of 
alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide 
whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal 
agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the scope of the 
applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to 
alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is 
appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal. 
 
A smaller transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line  
(e.g., 115-kV line) would not meet the international interconnection aspect 
of TEP’s proposal, and therefore is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer 
also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further 
Analysis). 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition to the Western and 
Crossover Corridors and urges the denial of any special use permits for the 
Western and Crossover Corridors. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
The Tumacacori EMA of the Coronado National Forest in and of itself does 
not exceed road density limits set forth in the Forest Plan.  Road density 
limits set forth in the Forest Plan are for the Coronado National Forest as a 
whole, not for individual land units or EMAs within the Coronado National 
Forest. TEP would close 1.0 mi (1.6 km) of existing road for every 1.0 mi 
(1.6 km) of proposed road to be used in the operation or long-term 
maintenance of the proposed project, such that road density on the 
Coronado National Forest would not be affected. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 present a description of the existing biological 
resources and analyze the potential impacts to these resources from the 
proposed project. 
 
Sections 3.2 and 4.2 present a description of the existing visual resources 
and analyze the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed 
project. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
A number of environmental groups have been involved in the NEPA 
process for the proposed project, through the opportunities for public 
participation (see Section 1.6).  The Federal agencies have considered the 
information and preferences expressed by all members of the public, 
including environmental groups, in preparation of this Final EIS. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s preference for the No Action 
Alternative.   
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS explains the roles of the Federal agencies in 
developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a 
permit for a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s 
proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their review of 
alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide 
whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal 
agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the scope of the 
applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to 
alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is 
appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal. 

A portion of each of the action alternatives follows or crosses an existing 
natural gas pipeline (see Table 2.3-1, Summary Comparison of Potential 
Environmental Effects of Alternatives) that is within a utility corridor and 
has some access roads and other associated ground disturbance. Building a 
line adjacent to the existing transmission line in the I-19 corridor was 
considered but eliminated from further analysis in the EIS (see Section 2.1.5 
of the Final EIS).  
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 
2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Direct and indirect effects of the proposed project, including impacts to 
visual resources (see Section 4.2), are evaluated in Chapter 4, 
Environmental Effects, for each resource area. Cumulative effects of the 
proposed project combined with other reasonably foreseeable past, present, 
and future actions are evaluated in Chapter 5.  
 
Comment No. 2 
 
The affected environment of the Western and Crossover Corridors is 
described in Chapter 3, and the potential environmental impacts (including 
socioeconomic impacts) from these alternatives are fully evaluated in 
Chapter 4. 
 
Section 5.2.4 acknowledges the citizen-initiated proposal for an addition to 
the National Wilderness Preservation System. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
ACC Decision No. 62011 (ACC 1999) mandates the construction of a 
second transmission line to serve customers in Santa Cruz County, and does 
not reference the export of electricity to Mexico. However, TEP’s stated  
purpose and need for the proposed project is a dual purpose and need of 
benefiting both southern Arizona and Mexico. 
 
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS explains the roles of the Federal agencies in 
developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a 
permit for a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s 
proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their review of 
alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide 
whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal 
agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the scope of the 
applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to 
alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is 
appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s  
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proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal. 
 
A smaller transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line would not 
meet the international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal, and 
therefore is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 2.1.5, 
Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
 
Comment No. 4 
 
Sections 3.2 and 4.2 present a description of the existing visual resources 
and analyze the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed 
project. 
 
The Federal agencies have revised Sections 4.1.1, Land Use; Section 4.12, 
Transportation; and Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts of the Final EIS based 
on the U.S. Border Patrol’s response (USBP 2004) to the Federal agencies’ 
request regarding illegal immigration and law enforcement activities in the 
proposed project vicinity.  
 
The U.S. Border Patrol’s response generally re-enforced the information on 
which the relevant analysis in the Draft EIS was based. The U.S. Border 
Patrol stated that the roads associated with the construction and 
maintenance of the proposed project would contribute to an increase in 
illegal immigrant and narcotic smugglers in the area and affect U.S. Border 
Patrol operations. The effects of these activities are reflected in the Final 
EIS in the sections listed above. Refer also to the response to Sky Island 
Alliance, Comment 14. 
 
Comment No. 5 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS. Likewise, a smaller 
transmission line in lieu of the  
 

Comment No. 5 (continued) 
 
proposed 345-kV line would not meet the international interconnection 
aspect of TEP’s proposal, and therefore is not evaluated in detail in this EIS.  
(Refer also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From 
Further Analysis.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2.3-390 




